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INTRODUCTION:
A DIFFERENT KIND OF COLLEGE RANKING By Kevin Carey T hirteen years ago, the Washington Monthly set out to solve a problem. The higher education market was dominated by the U.S. News & World Report rankings, which reward wealth, fame, and exclusivity. College leaders responded to the temptation of better U.S. News scores by raising prices, chasing status, and marketing themselves to the children of privilege.
We thought the nation needed exactly the opposite: smart, well-run colleges that enrolled students from all walks of life and helped them earn a high-quality diploma at an affordable price. Colleges that instilled a sense of service and public obligation while producing groundbreaking research.
So we decided to do something about it and create our own ranking-not based on what colleges do for themselves, but on what they do for their country. After all, everyone benefits when colleges push the boundaries of scientific discovery and provide paths to opportunity for the next generation of low-income students. And everyone pays for college, through taxes and other forms of public support.
Today, the Washington Monthly rankings are often listed alongside (or above) U.S. News when colleges tout their national standing. We rate schools on three equally weighted criteria: social mobility, research, and public service. Instead of rewarding schools that reject 95 percent of applicants, we give high marks to colleges that enroll lots of low-income students and help them graduate and earn a good living without too much debt. We factor in pure research spending and the number of undergraduates who go on to earn PhDs. And we give extra weight to colleges that send their graduates out into the world to serve the community at large.
For most of our rankings history, policymakers followed our lead. Both the Bush and Obama administrations challenged the entrenched higher education lobby to disclose more information about student success. Innovative institutions began touting their ability to enroll bigger, more diverse classes and help them land good jobs after graduation.
Then Donald Trump was elected, and forward momentum at the federal level ground to a halt. In last year's College Guide, we speculated about how bad a higher education secretary Betsy DeVos might turn out to be. She has somehow been even worse. Data gathering has stopped while DeVos and a collection of former for-profit college executives have begun ripping up Obama-era regulations designed to protect students from predatory schools.
The human cost of these actions will be enormous. But the higher education sector has an opportunity to push back, by taking a strong public stand against the Trump agenda, and by offering students a better deal than the boiler rooms full of telemarketers who are doubtless filling up now that DeVos has declared open season on vulnerable students.
There are plenty of examples to choose from: colleges and universities you've likely never heard of that do a fantastic job of opening their doors to a wide array of students and giving them a great twenty-first-century education. Indeed, that's probably why you've never heard of them-because the lure of wealth, fame, and exclusivity is still a powerful force in defining higher education excellence.
We know colleges can do better. Here are some of the institutions leading the way.
National Universities
The upper echelon of the U.S. News ranking of national universities-big, research-focused institutions that draw students from around the country-is a who's who of expensive private schools. Not a single public university makes their top twenty. Ours, by contrast, includes a range of great public schools, from research powerhouses in the University of California system to land-grant universities like Texas A&M to regional innovators like Utah State. These schools do more than just enroll enough low-income students to keep up appearances. At some, first-generation and needy students make up nearly half the freshman class.
To be sure, there are some familiar names on top of our list: Harvard, Stanford, MIT. This is a testament to the fact that you truly can have it all-if you already have it all. There is a tiny coterie of incredibly wealthy institutions whose multibilliondollar endowments allow them to keep real tuition low for nonrich students while producing sky-high graduation rates and attracting star researchers. The problem is that this organizational model is neither replicable nor expandable. The really interesting universities are just a little farther down our list.
Augusta University doesn't even get an individual ranking in U.S. News: it's listed as "#231-#300," in a seventy-way tie for last place. Yet in our rankings, it comes in at number 30. Augusta is a public research university in Georgia that enrolls an economically and racially diverse student body, nearly two-thirds of whom are women. With a focus on in-demand jobs in the health care sector, Augusta graduates earn far more money than our statistical models predict and pay their loans back at a much higher rate, all for an affordable net price of about $10,000 per year for families earning less than $75,000.
Michigan Technological University isn't nearly as well known as the other public universities in that state that routinely compete for football and basketball championships. We rank it number 36 because it scores well on all three of our metrics, combining solid social mobility and research results with stellar public service numbers. In addition to sending an unusual number of students into ROTC and the Peace Corps, MTU got the highest possible score on our new "voting engagement" measure by participating in the National Study of Learning, Voting, and Engagement, voluntarily publishing student voting rates, and releasing an action plan to improve civic engagement.
National Louis University, a private nonprofit university near Chicago, sits just outside our top fifty because it has a much higher graduation rate than our models predict given the large number of low-income students it enrolls. National Louis is also one of only a handful of universities with a higher graduation rate for students who are eligible for Pell Grants than for nonPell students, another new measure we added this year.
Then there are the universities at the bottom of our rankings, many of which enjoy some measure of prestige or success in the national market. Liberty University president Jerry Falwell Jr. regularly denounces federal involvement in higher education-except when it comes to filling his school's bank account, which overflows with revenues from federal grant and loan programs. But while Liberty is happy to take money from Pell Grant students, it doesn't seem to care much about helping them graduate. Liberty has one of the worst Pell/non-Pell graduation rate disparities in the nation. This is probably why, five years after leaving Liberty, barely half of students have paid back even a single dollar of principal on their student loans. Liberty also conducts scant funded research and sends a minimal number of students on to earn PhDs.
There are public universities in the lower reaches of our rankings-we're looking at you, Eastern Michigan and the University of Kansas-along with a bunch of overpriced private universities pretending, too often successfully, that being good and being expensive are exactly the same. If you're thinking about sending your kids to Drexel, Hofstra, or Marquette, think again.
Then there's our third-lowest-ranked national school, Catholic University, in Washington, D.C. In 1900, Catholic was one of the fourteen original founders of the Association of American Universities. Nearly all the rest-including Harvard, Princeton, and Berkeley-are near the top of our rankings. Catholic's ser-million to the notorious for-profit operator EDMC, which further expanded into the online gold rush in the 2000s, producing student outcomes so terrible that it fell into hot water with its accreditor. EDMC was ultimately saved when the school was in turn bought by a Pentecostal "nonprofit" called the Dream Center Foundation, using a loan partially financed by the chair of the foundation itself, thus relieving it of for-profit oversight. South University Online has a six-year graduation rate of 2 percent for Pell and non-Pell students alike. It conducts no research and provides no service, and nearly three-quarters of its former students can't pay down their loans.
What's Next?
Although Betsy DeVos made her bones as a pro-privatization K-12 education reformer, her lasting legacy, if any, will likely be in higher education. She and her team of industry executives have aggressively moved to gut regulations that stand between the people who operate institutions like South University and enormous piles of student and taxpayer money. And when students are inevitably defrauded, DeVos is working hard to make it nearly impossible for their crushing student loan balances to be forgiven.
A malign side effect of the DeVos deregulatory agenda will be a reduction in the flow of useful information. Regulations require data. The earnings numbers we use in our social mobility rankings, for example, come from an agreement between the Department of Education and the IRS to generate the information needed to hold for-profit colleges accountable for whether program graduates make enough money to pay back their loans. If those regulations are erased, as DeVos is explicitly planning, the need for supporting data disappears. Even in this corner of the public policy universe, the Trump administration's prostration to the desires of big business is making the world a worse place to be. (DeVos has proposed to disclose new information about how much graduates of individual programs within colleges earn, a good idea that originated during the Obama administration. But following through on that pledge would involve a commitment to the public good that has so far been lacking.)
The good news is that traditions and mechanisms for creating better information aren't erased so easily. The data spigot is a lot easier to turn back on once it has been built in the first place. There's a growing appetite among students and policymakers for authentic information about college quality-not the number of treadmills in the student athletic center or the size of the football stadium, but real data about how colleges prepare people for life, citizenship, and careers. The Washington Monthly rankings are part of a larger project to fundamentally change the way people understand higher learning. It began long before Trump was inflicted on the American body politic, and it will continue long after he's gone.
Kevin Carey directs the Education Policy Program at New America and is guest editor of the Washington Monthly College Guide issue.
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AMERICA'S BEST AND WORST COLLEGES FOR VOCATIONAL CERTIFICATES
No publication has ever ranked the schools where millions of Americans seek job skills. Until now.
By Paul Glastris
E arlier this year, Donald Trump said this to a group of Republican lawmakers: "Today you have community colleges and you have all of the-when I was growing up we had vocational schools . . . You learn mechanical, you learn bricklaying and carpentry and all of these things. We don't have that very much anymore. And I think the word 'vocational' is a much better word than in many cases a community college. A lot of people don't know what a community college means or represents." Donald Trump says a lot of ignorant things. But in this case he was reflecting a blind spot common among American elites. For all the talk in political and policy circles about the need for skilled workers, most members of the leadership class have no real concept of how millions of working-class Americans actually get the skills they need for better jobs.
The answer is that they primarily do so by earning vocational certificates. These are credentials that typically take a year or so to get and provide job skills to work in particular fields-say, as a dental assistant, an auto mechanic, or, yes, a bricklayer. And they are mostly provided by, you guessed it, community colleges (for-profit schools are the second biggest purveyor, and private nonprofit colleges are a distant third).
None of this is news to members of the working class who rely on these credentials to get ahead in life. On average, certificate holders earn about 20 percent more per year than those with just a high school degree, according to the Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce. And while the president seems to think vocational education is in decline, the number of such certificates awarded has, in fact, been climbing for years, from about 566,000 in 1998-99 to about 1.06 million in 2013-14, the latest year for which federal data is available.
In a way, Trump's cluelessness is understandable. The major media outlets, Fox News included, seldom cover community colleges, preferring to focus on the elite four-year schools that most journalists themselves attended. U.S. News & World Report doesn't even bother to rank community colleges.
The Washington Monthly is different. We were the first publication to rank America's best community colleges, back in 2007 (we did so again in 2009, 2010, and 2013) . Other outlets have since followed suit. But all those rankings are based on two-year associate's degrees. No publication has ever ranked certificate programs.
Until now. In this issue, we inaugurate our first-ever ranking of America's best colleges for vocational certificates. To create the rankings, we pulled numbers from the U.S. Department of Education's "gainful employment" database, released in the final weeks of the Obama administration. This is the data behind a controversial regulation of the same name that would cut off federal student financial aid to careeroriented schools whose students earn so little after graduation that they can't pay back their loans. We selected the twelve most common undergraduate certificate programs (welding, medical office assistant, and so on) and ranked the colleges that offer them by the median earnings of their students three years after graduation. For informational pur-poses, we also show the median debt-to-earnings ratios, annual debt payments, estimated total debt, and outcome under gainful employment-pass, at risk ("zone"), or fail-for the schools. You can see the ten best and ten worst performing schools for each program on pages 22 through 26 (a full listing is on our website).
Looking at the top-ten lists, the first thing you might notice is that some of these programs-nursing, welding, HVAC (heating, ventilation, and air conditioning)-lead to relatively decent-paying careers. For instance, graduates from the HVAC program at Perry Technical Institute, a private nonprofit college in Washington State, make $47,685 annually three years after graduating. That's nearly twice what a typical American age twenty-five to thirty-four with only a high school degree makes a year.
Some other programs, however-skin care, medical clinic assistant-don't lead to high incomes. Graduates of the number 1 school for cosmetology, Josef's School of Hair Design in Fargo, North Dakota, make only $26,432. That statistic is a bit deceptive in that cosmetologists-as well as massage therapists and others in direct-service fieldscan also garner substantial tip income that doesn't show up in these numbers. But back-office professionals, like medical office assistants and pharmacy techs, aren't earning tip income-just low salaries.
Another thing you'll notice is the huge disparity between the best and worst schools in each field. For instance, students who earned certificates in medical insurance coding from Columbus State Community College in Ohio, the top-scoring school in that category, have median annual incomes of $35,250 three years out. That's almost four times more than the $9,796 earned by graduates of Bryan University in Springfield, Missouri, a for-profit. And Bryan grads are saddled with more than twice the amount of debt ($13,720) as Columbus State grads ($5,782) .
The gap is even bigger in other fields. Welding certificate holders from top-ranked Northern Wyoming Community College make six times more per year ($52,225) than those who attended bottom-ranked Peninsula College in Washington State ($8,739) . The earnings differential for massage therapists is ten to one.
To put these disparities into perspective, students of Harvard University, the top school on our list of four-year national universities, earned about $90,000 ten years after entering. That's only two and a third times the roughly $38,000 annual income of those who attended Argosy University in Orange County, California, the lowest-performing school on that list. And Harvard is highly selective, whereas Argosy is "open admissions"-it accepts almost all applicants. You'd expect the gap between four-year schools to be much bigger than the one separating the best and worst certificate-granting schools, nearly all of which are open admissions. Instead, it's the other way around.
What this tells you is that the performance of the schools at the bottom of the certificates rankings is not just relatively bad-it is absolutely, screamingly, catastrophically bad. Consider this: A full-time worker who is paid the federal minimum wage of $7.25 an hour earns an annual income of $15,080. The students from all but one of the colleges on the twelve "worst" lists make less than that-in some cases, way, way less. Massage therapy graduates of Intercoast Colleges, a for-profit chain in Orange, California, that ranks dead last in that field, earn $2,707 a year. And that's median earnings-meaning half of them make less. Certificates from such schools are worse than useless-they're toxic, because they typically saddle students with debts they may never be able to pay off.
What kinds of schools are these? Our rankings make that clear, too. Some of the worst-performing institutions in these categories are community colleges, a fact that may confound liberals who defend public colleges. The vast majority, however, are for-profits, a fact that ought to trouble conservatives. To scramble expectations even further, note that a few of the best-performing colleges are for-profits, though the great majority are community colleges.
Shutting down the worst-performing certificategranting schools-regardless of whether they are for-profit, nonprofit, or public-would be a major advance in the fight against inequality and a big help to working-class Americans looking to get ahead. That's what the gainful employment rule-created by the Obama administration against tremendous resistance from Republicans and the for-profit college industry-was set up to do.
Earlier this year, however, Trump's Education Department proposed eliminating the rule's sanctions against lowperforming schools. Then, this summer, the New York Times reported that the department was considering abandoning the gainful employment rule altogether in favor of a system that would reveal program-level earnings and debt data for all colleges, not just those that grant certificates. Such a reporting system would actually be a step forward for transparency, but without sanctions against low-performing schools it wouldn't provide much accountability.
Implicit in Trump's endorsement of vocational education is that it is universally a wonderful thing. Many elites voice the same sentiments-including lawmakers in both parties who have recently proposed making shorter-term certificate programs eligible for federal student aid (see Jared Bass and Clare McCann, "Everything You Always Wanted to Know About Higher Education Policy," page 63). But while the instinct to put more resources into vocational education is right-it could help more Americans attain the better-paying "middle skill" jobs many companies these days find hard to fill-the undifferentiated enthusiasm for the idea bespeaks an ignorance of what the reality of that education looks like. Our hope is that these new rankings will shed light on that reality, while helping prospective students find the best colleges, and avoid the worst.
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AMERICA'S BEST COLLEGES FOR STUDENT VOTING
Our first-of-its-kind list of the schools doing the most to turn students into citizens.
By Saahil Desai
W hen Benjamin Franklin founded the Academy and College of Philadelphia-later renamed the University of Pennsylvania-his aim was not just to provide promising students with useful educations. It was also, in the words of the school's charter, to impress upon the "tender minds" of its students "the several dutys they owe to the Society in which they live" and to "render them serviceable in the several Publick Stations to which they may be called." Similar language about civic responsibility is embedded in the founding documents of Princeton, Brown, and hundreds of other colleges that were created across America during and after the time of the Revolution. It can also be found in the establishing papers of the great land-grant universities created in the wake of the Civil War. That includes the Ohio Agricultural and Mechanical College-today's Ohio State University-whose trustees wrote in 1873 that the new school's mission was to educate students not only as "farmers or mechanics, but as men, fitted by education and attainments for the greater usefulness and higher duties of citizenship."
The federal government endorsed that civic ideal in 1946, when a commission formed by President Harry Truman recommended that civics be embedded throughout all college curricula and concluded that " [w] ithout an educated citizenry alert to preserve and extend freedom, it would not long endure." In 1971, eager to give protesting college students a bigger stake in the political system, Congress and the states ratified the Twenty-sixth Amendment, which lowered the voter age from twenty-one to eighteen. And in 1998, Congress reaffirmed colleges' civic mission yet again by mandating that universities distribute voter registration forms to all students.
Despite these lofty intentions, however, Washington has never put much muscle behind its demand that the American higher education system live up to its civic duties-and, not surprisingly, the system mostly has not. Only 17 percent of colleges and universities have complied with the voting registration requirements of the 1998 law-at least as of 2004, the last time anyone bothered to check. A current House bill would eliminate those requirements altogether. Meanwhile, several GOP-controlled states over the last decade-most recently New Hampshire this summer-have passed laws making it harder for college students to cast ballots. (Under a Texas law passed in 2013, student IDs can't be used for voting purposes-but gun permits can.) The predictable result of this indifference, indeed hostility, to student voting is that fewer students vote. The 2014 midterms saw the lowest rate of turnout among eighteen-to twenty-nine-year-olds ever recorded.
The press shares some responsibility. None of the major publications that rank colleges and universities use any kind of civic engagement data in their metricswith one exception. Since 2005, the Washington Monthly rankings have factored in the degree to which colleges and universities encourage their students to give back to their country and communities, such as by providing matching funds for AmeriCorps or offering community service opportunities to work-study students.
Perhaps the ultimate test of whether institutions are living up to their civic mission would be the voting rates of their students. Unfortunately, those numbers THE 58 BEST COLLEGES FOR STUDENT VOTING *Public institution aren't publicly available. But this year, for the first time, we've included the next best thing in our main college rankings, which begin on page 74: four measures of a college's commitment to encouraging voting by its students. An institution receives one point in the "service" portion of our rankings if it has signed up for or participated in Tufts University's National Study of Learning, Voting, and Engagement (NSLVE). This program helps colleges calculate their precise student voting and registration rates by combining national voting records with enrollment data. A college receives a second point if it has signed up for the ALL IN Campus Democracy Challenge, an effort that uses NSLVE data to help colleges create plans to boost their students' voting rates and civic participation. An ALL IN school gets another point for releasing its NSLVE data publicly, and a fourth point for making its ALL IN action plan public.
Out of the 1,488 schools included in our main rankings, only fifty-eight received the top score of four. Those schools are listed on the right. It's a motley group of institutions-ranging from Ivies like Harvard and Brown to lesser-known publics like Kennesaw State University and North Carolina State University-Raleigh. Still, there is a pattern. More than three-quarters of the fifty-eight top schools are public universities, even though private nonprofit schools make up the bulk of the rankings overall. That's a clear sign that these colleges are more in tune with their democratic missions.
Equally telling are the colleges and universities that didn't come close to making the list. Yale, MIT, and Caltech-schools that sit atop the U.S. News & World Report rankings-earned the lowest possible score (zero) on our civic engagement metrics. Other prestige institutions scored a lowly one point, including Stanford, Princeton, Georgetown, Columbia, UC Berkeley, and (don't tell Ben Franklin) the University of Pennsylvania. NSLVE and the ALL IN Democracy Challenge reached out to all of these schools. Perhaps they had other priorities.
It doesn't take much for a university to have a profound effect on the civic engagement of its students. Northwestern University, one of the colleges that earned the top score, incorporated voter registration efforts into freshman "move-in day" and increased voter registration rates to 96.4 percent, a full 57-point spike in just one day. Since voting habits tend to crystallize in young adulthood-vote in one election, and you're far more likely to do so again-colleges and universities have an unparalleled opportunity to create voters not just for the next election, but for life. The colleges that invest in student voting aren't just helping their Washington Monthly rankings-they're helping the country.
Saahil Desai is an assistant editor at the Atlantic. He was previously digital editor at the Washington Monthly.
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AMERICA'S BEST COLLEGES FOR ADULT LEARNERS
Nearly half of all college students are twenty-five or older. Yet no publication ranks the top schools for them-except us.
By Gilad Edelman
C ollege students invite stereotyping. According to Hollywood, they spend most of their time at raucous frat parties. In the mind of conservative media, they're entitled snowflakes who demand safe spaces and cultural Marxism. Judging by the attention paid by mainstream or liberal journalists, meanwhile, you might think that most college students attend Harvard, Yale, or Stanford.
What all these clichés about college kids have in common is that they're about, well, kids. Yet the truth is that a full 30 percent of undergraduates are adults, defined by the government as twenty-five years old and older. These adult learners are too often ignored by university leaders and policymakers, whose own college experience was typically the traditional full-time, straight-out-of-high-school kind.
That's why, in 2016, the Washington Monthly became the first publication to rank colleges according to how well they cater to adult learners. We took data from two federal government sources, as well as the College Board's Annual Survey of Colleges, and combined them into seven measures of colleges' openness and responsiveness to adult students and of how well those students fare once they leave. Our rankings for four-year schools can be found on page 32, for twoyear schools on page 36; a detailed methodology is available on page 40.
Adult students tend to attend college part time, since they have to balance school with earning a living and, often, raising a family. That means they have different needs: flexible course schedules with plenty of weekend and evening offerings; adult-focused support like on-campus daycare; and the ability to easily transfer or apply previous course work.
When you take these needs into account, the ranking of which schools are "best" starts to look very different from what you find in U.S. News & World Report and other magazines. Elite private colleges are hard to find, and only a few selective state schools-notably the Universities of Utah and Iowa, and Virginia's George Mason University-make our top 100 four-year school list.
Our rankings are instead dominated by little-known regional public and private nonprofit institutions. Golden Gate University, where 89 percent of students are adults, retains its perch atop the four-year college list. For-profit schools fare poorly, despite the fact that they enroll large numbers of adults. The problem is that they tend to charge too much without delivering the increased future salaries that most adult students are looking for.
This year, for the first time, we had access to federal data on graduation rates for part-time students-which includes the vast majority of adult learners-as well as full-time ones. The addition of that data point explains why two Ivy League schools-Cornell and the University of Pennsylvania-made the top twenty despite not even cracking the top hundred last year. The grad rates for part-timers at those schools-100 percent at Cornell, 90 percent at Penn-blow every other institution on our list out of the water. So do the mean earnings for students ten years after enrollment.
In other words, these schools are a great deal for adults who get in. The problem is that very few do. At Cornell, students twenty-five and older make up only 1 percent of the student body; Penn fares just a little better, with 8 percent. Just imagine how much better the adult learner population would be served if elite institutions like these opened their doors to more of them.
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L o a n r e p a y m e n t r a t e o f i n d e p e n d e n t s t u d e n t s 5 y e a r s a f t e r l e a v i n g c o l l e g e P e r c e n t o f c r e d e n t i a l s a w a r d e d a s b a c h e l o r ' s d e g r e e s 40 September/October 2018 W e began with the 3,487 postsecondary institutions in the fifty states and Washington, D.C., that were listed in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) as being active in the 2016-17 academic year and had a Carnegie basic classification in 2015 of between 1 and 23, excluding many colleges that only grant certificates as well as special-focus institutions such as medical schools or rabbinical programs. We dropped any colleges that were graduate-only institutions, did not participate in any federal financial aid programs, were one of the five service academies (to be consistent with the main rankings), and that we know have closed or merged since 2016-17. An additional 138 colleges were excluded for having fewer than 100 students in any of the last three years in which they were open.
The next sample restriction was to exclude colleges that did not have data on all of the outcome measures. Another 311 colleges were dropped for not participating in the College Board's Annual Survey of Colleges, which is key in our rankings. Forty-one colleges did not have data on the percent of adult students, 277 colleges did not have data on average earnings of independent students, and we excluded thirty-two colleges that participated in the federal student loan program but did not report a separate repayment rate for independent students. As we used the percentage of adult students as one of our metrics, colleges with insufficient numbers of independent students to have a separate repayment rate for independent students were unlikely to score highly in this ranking anyway. For three colleges that served at least 75 percent adult students and did not have separate data on earnings or repayment rates for independent students, we instead used data for all students. Our resulting sample is 2,212 colleges, of which 1,124 are considered four-year colleges (based on Carnegie classification and whether they awarded more bachelor's degrees than certificates or associate's degrees), and 1,088 are two-year colleges.
As a final precaution to highlight especially questionable colleges, we used the Department of Education's list of colleges on the most serious level of heightened cash monitoring for significant financial or operating concerns.
We used the seven metrics in this year's rankings as we did in 2016 and 2017-and we added one, thanks to new data from the federal government. The metrics are the following:
(1) Ease of transfer/enrollment. This is designed to reflect how easy it is for adult students to either initially enroll or transfer in a given college. It includes data from the U.S. Department of Education's Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) and the College Board's Annual Survey of Colleges on whether there is an orientation program for transfer students, whether transcript review is available prior to admission, whether students can transfer in at an upper level (seniors for four-year colleges and sophomores for two-year colleges), whether a college is test-optional for adult students or open admission (four-year colleges only), and whether a transfer adviser is available. Four-year colleges could score up to five points on this metric, while two-year colleges could score up to four points.
(2) Flexibility of programs. This metric considers whether colleges are flexible enough to meet the needs of adult students, and again is based on IPEDS and College Board data. Colleges receive a point if they allow credits to be earned by life experience/prior learning assessment, if credits can be earned via examination, if accelerated programs are available, if at least some distance programs are available, if independent study classes are available, if student-designed majors are allowed, if weekend and/or evening classes are offered, if academic support is available after six p.m., or if academic support is available on weekends. Colleges could earn a maximum of nine points on this metric.
(3) Services available for adult students. This is based on IPEDS and College Board data and reflects whether a college offers services that adult students are most likely to use. Colleges receive a point if they offer general services for adult students, financial aid counseling, on-campus daycare, counseling services, job placement services, or veterans' services. Colleges could earn at most six points on this metric.
(4) The percent of adult students (age 25+) at the college. This measure is from IPEDS and represents the percentage of undergraduate students who are twenty-five or older, which is the age at which students are automatically considered as independent from their parents for financial aid purposes. We used this measure instead of the percentage of independent students from the U.S. Department of Education's College Scorecard because there was no missing data on this measure and there was an extremely strong correlation between the two measures.
(5) Graduation rates of part-time students. This new measure from IPEDS (which makes its rankings debut this year) tracks the percentage of first-time, part-time students and not-first-time, part-time students who graduated from that college within eight years of entry. Since adult students are more likely to attend college part time than younger students, part-time graduation rates are more relevant for stu-
A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY: BEST COLLEGES FOR ADULT LEARNERS
dents who will be juggling work, school, and family obligations all at once.
(6) Mean earnings of adult students ten years after entering college. Here, we used newly released data from the College Scorecard to examine what the average earnings were for independent students a decade after they entered college regardless of whether they graduated or dropped out. (Independent students include all adult students, as well as younger students who are veterans or have children of their own-people who benefit from additional flexibility.) We would ideally like to compare this to students' earnings before they entered (or reentered) college, but this is still a big step forward in showing which colleges seem to serve their adult students well.
(7) Loan repayment rates of adult students five years after entering repayment. We use this metric from the College Scorecard to see what percentage of a college's former independent students were able to pay down at least $1 of their loan's principal five years after entering repayment (typically, six months after leaving college). This is the updated loan repayment rate released by the Department of Education in January 2017 after they fixed a coding error that made repayment rates appear artificially high. For the 115 colleges (all two-year institutions) that did not participate in the federal student loan program and did not fully meet all students' financial need, we assigned those colleges a repayment rate of zero. Recent research by the Institute for College Access and Success showed that nearly one million students attend community colleges that will not offer their students federal loans, instead steering them to private loans with far less favorable terms to borrowers. Additionally, Mark Wiederspan of Arizona State University found an empirical relationship between colleges that refuse to offer federal loans and worse academic outcomes for their students.
(8) Tuition and fees for in-district students. This metric comes from IPEDS and is a simple measure of affordability. We do not use net price in the adult student rankings because net price data is only available for first-time, full-time students-a far cry from this group of students.
We constructed the rankings by rescaling each of the first three measures to have a maximum score of five points each. We then standardized each of the other four measures separately for two-year and four-year colleges to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one, trimming back a small number of observations that were more than five standard deviations away from the mean. The resulting rankings are then a sum of each of the eight measures, and we show the top 100 colleges in each sector. -Eds.
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AMERICA'S BEST BANG FOR THE BUCK COLLEGES 2018
Our exclusive list of schools that help non-wealthy students attain marketable degrees at affordable prices.
By Robert Kelchen
U nlike most traditional college rankings, the Washington Monthly's have always made colleges' contribution to social mobility a priority. We started our annual Best Bang for the Buck rankings back in 2012 using little more than graduation rates for firsttime, full-time students, the percentage of students receiving Pell Grants, and the typical price that moderateincome families pay for college after grant aid. Thankfully, more data on social mobility has become available over the last few years as policymakers have placed more of a focus on social mobility. In spite of its stated intention to downsize the U.S. Department of Education (or even merge it with the Department of Labor), the Trump administration has so far continued to provide data on loan repayment rates, earnings, and the percentage of first-generation students, data that was first made available back in 2015 by the Obama administration.
We have long advocated in these pages for better graduation rate data, and this year the Department of Education introduced two new sets of statistics that show a clearer picture of social mobility. Graduation rates are now available for all students-not just firsttime, full-time students, who make up an ever-smaller share of college students-as well as separate graduation rate data for Pell Grant recipients. We are pleased to incorporate this data into the 2018 Best Bang for the Buck rankings, which are broken down by region beginning on page 44. (We used the same data and methodology to create the social mobility portion of the main rankings, which begin on page 74; the methodology is explained beginning on page 109.)
The Best Bang for the Buck colleges across each of the five regions are a mix of some of America's most elite institutions and hidden gems that make up for a lack of name recognition with strong student outcomes and a commitment to social mobility. In the Northeast, the public Massachusetts Maritime Academy (with a low net price, and average annual earnings of around $80,000 ten years after starting college) noses out Harvard and Princeton, while landlubbers may wish to consider fourthranked Rutgers-Camden. Berea College and College of the Ozarks, which both primarily serve students from modest financial backgrounds at low prices, maintain their top rankings in the South and Midwest regions, respectively.
Georgia's Augusta University (where 43 percent of students receive Pell Grants) is number 2 in the Southeast and a great option for students who want more socioeconomic diversity than number 1, Washington and Lee (10 percent Pell), and number 3, Georgetown (13 percent Pell). Finally, two California State University campuses (Stanislaus and Bakersfield) are best in the West. That's in large part because their Pell and non-Pell students graduate at the same rate, and because nearly 60 percent of their students are the first in their family to attend college. Cal State deserves additional credit for placing twelve of its campuses in the top thirty in the West region, showing a commitment to social mobility within both the system and the state.
As usual, the bottom of the rankings features not just middling public universities and for-profit institutions, but also a striking number of private nonprofit colleges with strong national reputations that are not living up to the hype for middle-class students. Baylor, Catholic, Chapman, Hofstra, and Tulane are all wellknown, relatively prestigious universities. They also serve few Pell recipients and first-generation students, charge students high net prices, and graduate Pell recipients at lower rates than other students. The website for High Point University, ranked fourth from the bottom in the Southeast, proudly features a "campus concierge" that provides free iPad rentals, among other offerings. The recreational facilities include-just to scratch the surface-three sand volleyball courts, five heated pools, and four fourteen-person jacuzzi hot tubs. (There is also an indoor, apparently unheated, pool, and another hot tub, of unspecified capacity.) Yet with an annual net price of $33,433 and median post-college earnings of $38,176, we can think of some better uses of students' and parents' money. 
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BEST BANG FOR THE BUCK NORTHEAST COLLEGES
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8 -y e a r g r a d u a t io n r a t e P r e d ic t e d g r a d r a t e b a s e d o n % o f P e ll r e c ip ie n t s , in c o m in g S A T s , e t c . G r a d u a t io n r a t e r a n k G r a d r a t e p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k P e ll / n o n -P e ll g r a d r a t e g a p P e ll g r a d g a p r a n k S t u d e n t s r e c e iv in g P e ll G r a n t s P r e d ic t e d % P e ll b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s P e ll p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k F ir s t -g e n s t u d e n t s P r e d ic t e d % fi r s t -g e n b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s F ir s t -g e n p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k M e d ia n e a r n in g s 1 0 y e a r s a f t e r e n t e r in g c o ll e g e P r e d ic t e d m e d ia n e a r n in g s E a r n in g s p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k N e t p r ic e o f a t t e n d a n c e f o r f a m il ie s b e lo w $ 7 5 ,0 0 0 in c o m e N e t p r ic e r a n k % r e p a y in g $ 1 in lo a n p r in c ip a l 5 y e a r s a f t e r le a v in g c o ll . R e p a y m e n t r a n k P r e d ic t e d r e p a y m e n t r a t e R e p a y . r a t e p e r f. r a n k 48 September/October 2018 
-y e a r g r a d u a t io n r a t e P r e d ic t e d g r a d r a t e b a s e d o n %
o f P e ll r e c ip ie n t s , in c o m in g S A T s , e t c . G r a d u a t io n r a t e r a n k G r a d r a t e p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k P e ll / n o n -P e ll g r a d r a t e g a p P e ll g r a d g a p r a n k S t u d e n t s r e c e iv in g P e ll G r a n t s P r e d ic t e d % P e ll b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s P e ll p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k F ir s t -g e n s t u d e n t s P r e d ic t e d % fi r s t -g e n b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s F ir s t -g e n p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k M e d ia n e a r n in g s 1 0 y e a r s a f t e r e n t e r in g c o ll e g e P r e d ic t e d m e d ia n e a r n in g s E a r n in g s p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k N e t p r ic e o f a t t e n d a n c e f o r f a m il ie s b e lo w $ 7 5 ,0 0 0 in c o m e N e t p r ic e r a n k % r e p a y in g $ 1 in lo a n p r in c ip a l 5 y e a r s a f t e r le a v in g c o ll . R e p a y m e n t r a n k P r e d ic t e d r e p a y m e n t r a t e R e p a y . r a t e p e r f. r a n k 
BEST BANG FOR THE BUCK SOUTHEAST COLLEGES
*Public institution°F or-profit institution
8 -y e a r g r a d u a t io n r a t e P r e d ic t e d g r a d r a t e b a s e d o n % o f P e ll r e c ip ie n t s , in c o m in g S A T s , e t c . G r a d u a t io n r a t e r a n k G r a d r a t e p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k P e ll / n o n -P e ll g r a d r a t e g a p P e ll g r a d g a p r a n k S t u d e n t s r e c e iv in g P e ll G r a n t s P r e d ic t e d % P e ll b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s P e ll p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k F ir s t -g e n s t u d e n t s P r e d ic t e d % fi r s t -g e n b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s F ir s t -g e n p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k M e d ia n e a r n in g s 1 0 y e a r s a f t e r e n t e r in g c o ll e g e P r e d ic t e d m e d ia n e a r n in g s E a r n in g s p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k N e t p r ic e o f a t t e n d a n c e f o r f a m il ie s b e lo w $ 7 5 ,0 0 0 in c o m e N e t p r ic e r a n k % r e p a y in g $ 1 in lo a n p r in c ip a l 5 y e a r s a f t e r le a v in g c o ll . R e p a y m e n t r a n k P r e d ic t e d r e p a y m e n t r a t e R e p a y . r a t e p e r f. r a n k 52 September/October 2018 8 -y e a r g r a d u a t io n r a t e P r e d ic t e d g r a d r a t e b a s e d o n % o f P e ll r e c ip ie n t s , in c o m in g S A T s , e t c . G r a d u a t io n r a t e r a n k G r a d r a t e p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k P e ll / n o n -P e ll g r a d r a t e g a p P e ll g r a d g a p r a n k S t u d e n t s r e c e iv in g P e ll G r a n t s P r e d ic t e d % P e ll b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s P e ll p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k F ir s t -g e n s t u d e n t s P r e d ic t e d % fi r s t -g e n b a s e d o n A C T / S A T a n d a d m it r a t e s F ir s t -g e n p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k M e d ia n e a r n in g s 1 0 y e a r s a f t e r e n t e r in g c o ll e g e P r e d ic t e d m e d ia n e a r n in g s E a r n in g s p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k N e t p r ic e o f a t t e n d a n c e f o r f a m il ie s b e lo w $ 7 5 ,0 0 0 in c o m e N e t p r ic e r a n k % r e p a y in g $ 1 in lo a n p r in c ip a l 5 y e a r s a f t e r le a v in g c o ll . R e p a y m e n t r a n k P r e d ic t e d r e p a y m e n t r a t e R e p a y . r a t e p e r f. r a n k 
NATIONAL UNIVERSITIES
*Public institution°F or-profit institution OVERALL SCORE: Overall score represents the combined score of our three metrics-social mobility, research, and service-with each metric being weighted equally.
SOCIAL MOBILITY:
The first column ranks the college by the percentage of all students graduating within eight years, and the second column ranks based on the predicted rate of graduation (based on incoming ACT/SAT scores, Pell Grant percentages, and other measures; see our full methodology on page 109). The third column ranks colleges based on the difference in six-year graduation rates between Pell Grant recipients and those who did not receive a Pell Grant. The fourth and fifth columns rank the difference between the actual and predicted percentages of Pell Grant recipients and first-generation students based on ACT/SAT scores and the percentage of students admitted. The sixth column ranks colleges based on the difference between actual and predicted earnings of all students (dropouts and graduates) ten years after starting college, after controlling for student demographics and majors, living costs, and other factors. The seventh column ranks by the net price of attending that institution, or the average price that first-time, full-time students who have a family income below $75,000 per year and receive financial aid pay for college after subtracting grants and scholarships. The final two columns rank colleges based on the actual and predicted performance of the percentage of students who repaid at least $1 in principal on their loans within five years of entering repayment.
RESEARCH:
The first column ranks total research expenditures. The second shows the college's ranking in the number of bachelor's recipients who go on to receive PhDs, relative to college size. The third ranks the college by the number of science and engineering PhDs awarded. The fourth column shows the college's ranking by the number of faculty receiving prestigious awards, relative to the number of full-time faculty. The fifth column ranks the college by the number of faculty who are members of the National Academies, relative to the number of full-time faculty. SERVICE: The first column ranks the college by the number of alumni who go on to serve in the Peace Corps, relative to college size. The second column ranks the college by the percentage of students who serve in ROTC. The third ranks based on the percentage of funds in federal work-study money that goes to community service (versus non-community service). The fourth category reflects whether a college matches AmeriCorps service grants for undergraduate students in all fields of study (yes), at least one (some), or none (no). The final category includes measures of a college's voting engagement, and colleges can score between zero and four points in this category.
SOCIAL MOBILITY RESEARCH SERVICE
G r a d u a t i o n r a t e r a n k P e l l g r a d u a t i o n g a p r a n k P e l l p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k G r a d r a t e p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k F i r s t -g e n p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k E a r n i n g s p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k N e t p r i c e r a n k R e p a y m e n t r a n k P r e d i c t e d r e p a y m e n t r a t e r a n k R e s e a r c h e x p e n d i t u r e s r a n k B a c h e l o r 's t o P h D r a n k S c ie n c e & e n g in e e r in g P h D s r a n k F a c u l t y i n N a t i o n a l A c a d e m i e s r a n k R O T C r a n k P e a c e C o r p s r a n k % o f f e d e r a l w o r k -s t u d y f u n d s s p e n t o n s e r v i c e r a n k M a t c h e s A m e r i C o r p s s e r v i c e g r a n t s ? V o t i n g e n g a g e m e n t p o i n t s F a c u l t y a w a r d s r a n k 76 September/October 2018 
NATIONAL UNIVERSITIES SOCIAL MOBILITY RESEARCH SERVICE
G r a d u a t i o n r a t e r a n k P e l l g r a d u a t i o n g a p r a n k P e l l p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k G r a d r a t e p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k F i r s t -g e n p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k E a r n i n g s p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k N e t p r i c e r a n k R e p a y m e n t r a n k P r e d i c t e d r e p a y m e n t r a t e r a n k R e s e a r c h e x p e n d i t u r e s r a n k B a c h e l o r 's t o P h D r a n k S c ie n c e & e n g in e e r in g P h D s r a n k F a c u l t y i n N a t i o n a l A c a d e m i e s r a n k R O T C r a n k P e a c e C o r p s r a n k % o f f e d e r a l w o r k -s t u d y f u n d s s p e n t o n s e r v i c e r a n k M a t c h e s A m e r i C o r p s s e r v i c e g r a n t s ? V o t i n g e n g a g e m e n t p o i n t s F a c u l t y a w a r d s r a n k 78 September/October 2018 
G r a d u a t i o n r a t e r a n k P e l l g r a d u a t i o n g a p r a n k P e l l p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k G r a d r a t e p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k F i r s t -g e n p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k E a r n i n g s p e r f o r m a n c e r a n k N e t p r i c e r a n k R e p a y m e n t r a n k P r e d i c t e d r e p a y m e n t r a t e r a n k R e s e a r c h e x p e n d i t u r e s r a n k B a c h e l o r 's t o P h D r a n k S c ie n c e & e n g in e e r in g P h D s r a n k F a c u l t y i n N a t i o n a l A c a d e m i e s r a n k R O T C r a n k P e a c e C o r p s r a n k % o f f e d e r a l w o r k -s t u d y f u n d s s p e n t o n s e r v i c e r a n k M a t c h e s A m e r i C o r p s s e r v i c e g r a n t s ? V o t i n g e n g a g e m e n t p o i n t s F a c u l t y a w a r d s r a n k 80 September/October 2018 The research score for national universities is based on five measurements: the total amount of an institution's research spending (from the Center for Measuring University Performance and the National Science Foundation); the number of science and engineering PhDs awarded by the university; the number of undergraduate alumni who have gone on to receive a PhD in any subject, relative to the size of the college; the number of faculty receiving prestigious awards, relative to the number of full-time faculty; and the number of faculty in the National Academies, relative to the number of full-time faculty. For national universities, we weighted each of these components equally to determine a college's final score in the category. For liberal arts colleges, master's universities, and baccalaureate colleges, which do not have extensive doctoral programs, science and engineering PhDs were excluded and we gave double weight to the number of alumni who go on to get PhDs. Faculty awards and National Academy membership were not included in the research score for these institutions because such data is available for only a relative handful of these colleges.
We determined the community service score by measuring each college's performance in five different measures. We judged military service by collecting data on the size of each college's Air Force, Army, and Navy ROTC programs and dividing by the number of students. We similarly measured national service by dividing the number of alumni currently serving in the Peace Corps by total enrollment. We used the percentage of federal work-study grant money spent on community service projects as a measure of how much colleges prioritize community service; this is based on data provided by the Corporation for National and Community Service. Each of these three measures was standardized using a three-year rolling average, except for work study (which used the two most recent years of data available).
We then added an indicator for whether a college provided at least some matching funds for undergraduate students who had received a Segal AmeriCorps Education Award for having completed national service. Colleges that awarded at least some grants to students regardless of programs received two points, colleges that limited grants to specific undergraduate programs received one point, and colleges that did not participate or limited awards to only graduate students received no points.
Finally, we added a new measure of voting engagement to the 2018 rankings using data from the National Study of Learning, Voting, and Engagement (NSLVE) at Tufts University and the ALL IN Campus Democracy Challenge. Colleges could earn one point for each of four criteria: participating in the NSLVE survey, publicly releasing a report on student voting rates in either 2014 or 2016, participating in the ALL IN Campus Democracy Challenge to improve civic engagement, or releasing an action plan through ALL IN.
We compared our rankings to the U.S. Department of Education's list of colleges subject to the most severe level of heightened cash monitoring, which indicates that a college is facing significant financial problems or has other serious issues that need to be addressed. Two colleges (Cheyney University in Pennsylvania and Eastern Nazarene College in Massachusetts) were on that list as of March 2018. We kept these colleges in our rankings, but denoted them with ^^ to draw this concern to readers' attention. Finally, we checked a random sample of colleges to see if they had any serious issues that had been exposed in recent news coverage. No institution had concerns that rose to the level of us removing them from our rankings. -Eds.
Howard Community College is proud to be recognized by Washington Monthly in its list of top 100 two-year colleges for adult students. At HCC, you will find flexible and diverse programs, credit for prior learning, plus services to help you succeed: 
Academic advising
